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1. Introduction
In this essay, I will consider how the language faculty should be able to derive syntactic structures, from 
a viewpoint of language use. Here, language use is meant to include that of speakers and interpreters of 
sentences.
As is well known, in most current researches under the Minimalist Program in generative linguistics ?cf. 
Chomsky 1995, 2008, among others?, a syntactic structure is derived by the Merge operation, starting with 
a structure of the most deeply embedded part of a sentence, extending it larger and larger, ﬁnally ending up 
with the multi-layered syntactic structure of the entire sentence ?henceforth, I refer to such derivation as 
the standard derivation, and the approach that assumes such derivation as the standard approach?.
I will first look at how such a derivation has become the standard, to see that one of the basic 
assumptions in the early transformational grammar importantly affected the course of the research into the 
current standard approach.
Then, I will point out a problem for the standard derivation from a viewpoint of language use, and argue 
that we should regard the language faculty as starting the derivation with the foremost part of a sentence, 
then proceeding to the subsequent parts step by step, and finally tackling the final part of the entire 
sentence. If my consideration of syntactic derivation is on the right track to any extent, I believe it might be 
of some help for understanding the human language faculty to that extent.
This essay is organized as follows: Section 2 will review how a basic assumption about movement 
transformations affected the development of generative linguistics to the current standard approach. Section 
3 will present a couple of observations on language use that seem to pose a problem for the standard 
approach. Section 4 will propose a way out of that problem. Section 5 is a brief summary of the essay.
2.  The development of the property of upward extension of the current standard 
derivation
In the early generative linguistics, it was generally assumed that syntactic structures of sentences with 
basic structures as ?1a? are derived by a set of phrase structure rules,1 and that those of sentences with non-
basic structures as ?1b? are derived by a movement rule that applies to the basic sentence structures.
?1?a. The boy will see the girl.
??b. Who will the boy see?
It is very natural to consider that who in ?1b? semantically corresponds to the girl in ?1a?, since both are 
interpreted as the object of see, and therefore the language faculty must have a way to syntactically relate 
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the girl in ?1a? and who in ?1b?. An obvious way was to assume that ?1b? is derived by a rule that moves 
who from the object position of see to the sentence initial position.2 It might seem very natural to assume 
that who has moved from its original object position to the sentence initial position. It is true that the 
declarative ?1a? is more basic than the related wh-question ?1b?, but, logically, that does not necessarily 
mean ?1b? must be derived from ?1a?. Anyway, it was taken for granted that non-basic structures are 
derived from basic structures. And the transformation was called wh-movement for an obvious reason. If 
we draw a tree diagram indicating the movement of who in ?1b?, it is moving upward. And, it seems to 
be this upward property of movement rules that has signiﬁcantly affected the development of generative 
grammar into the current standard approach.3
In fact, when generative linguistics has come to the stage called the Principles and Parameters model 
?Chomsky 1981, 1986, among others?, if there is a generalization noticed in language, it is highly desirable 
to derive it from a general principle. If linguistic phenomena or linguistic generalizations can be shown to 
follow from a principle, it explains why such phenomena or generalizations exist, and at the same time it 
helps explain children?s language acquisition. As for the upward property of derivation, several principles 
have been proposed to give it a principled account. 
One of them is the Empty Category Principle ?henceforth, ECP? proposed by Chomsky ?1981?, which 
provides that empty categories should be properly governed. My intention here is not to discuss ECP, 
but just to note that ECP, through an effect of intricate conditions of government and binding, virtually 
prescribes that all movement rules raise an element from a lower position to a higher position from where 
it can c-command its own trace left in the original position.4 In other words, the upward property of 
movement follows from ECP. With ECP, a basic assumption about movement rules in the early model has 
been sublimated into the UG principle of ECP.
Now, let us turn to see that the current standard approach under the Minimalist Program bears a hallmark 
of further integration about syntactic derivation. The approach assumes that syntactic structures are derived 
by the Merge operation ?henceforth, Merge? that has the effects of both PSRs and movement rules. In fact, 
Merge subsumes two cases: one is External Merge that unites two elements, neither of which is taken from 
inside the structure under construction, and the other is Internal Merge that unites two elements, one of 
which is taken from inside the structure under construction. The following shows how each Merge derives 
a structure, and that Internal Merge takes over the function of movement rules, and External Merge takes 
over that of PSRs. Consider the structures in ?2?.
?2?a.   ?X Y Z?
??b.  ?V W  ?X Y Z??
??c.  ?V Z ?X Y tz??  ?tz=trace or copy of Z?
??d. ?T U?V Z ?X Y tz???
In ?2a? Merge takes Y and Z and unites them into a larger constituent X, deriving a structure with 
X containing Y and Z. This is what was executed by a PSR ?X ? Y-Z?. ?2b? and ?2c? show the next 
applications of Merge. In ?2b? W and X are taken and united into V. In ?2c? Merge takes Z and X and 
unites them into V, where Z is taken from inside X. This is a case of Internal Merge, which corresponds to 
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what was executed by a movement rule. ?2d? shows a further step of Merge. As is evident, what has been 
derived by then is always extended in the upward direction, and this characteristic of upward derivation lies 
in the nature of Merge.
Now, I will focus on another property of the current standard approach. Chomsky ?1998? introduced 
the notion of phase as a syntactic domain. Canonically, C and v count as phase heads, and when a phase 
?namely, CP or vP? has been derived, an operation called ?Spell-Out? transfers the phonetic information 
of the phase-head?s complement ?namely, IP or VP? to the phonetic component, where the transferred 
information is used to prepare the phonetic form of that part of a sentence.
From these outlines of the derivation by Merge and Spell-Out, it follows that the process of deriving 
a syntactic structure and preparing its phonetic form begins with the most deeply embedded part of a 
sentence, proceeds to its intermediate part?s?, and finally reaches its topmost part. If we apply these 
outlines to the sentence ?3?, where there are two IPs and two VPs, the syntactic derivation by Merge and 
the transfer by Spell-Out proceeds in numerical order indicated below the category symbols.
?3? CP Who ?C? might ?IP ?the man??VP believe ?CP that?IP ?the boy? I? will ?VP see ????????
?? 5??????? 4?? ??? 3?? ???? ? 2???????? 1
Actually, the syntactic structure assumed for this sentence is more complicated than shown in ?3?. For 
example, each subject of the matrix and embedded clauses has originated in VP-Spec position under the 
Predicate Internal Subject Hypothesis and has been raised to IP-Spec. Who has originated in the object 
position of see and has been raised to the matrix CP-Spec after cyclically stopping at A?-positions: at least 
the intermediate CP-Spec is one of such positions. Might has been raised from I to C. All of these instances 
of Internal Merge occur virtually obligatorily, obeying principles that make the derivation proceed as it 
does.
To summarize this section, we have seen that the current standard approach assumes that the syntactic 
derivation of a sentence structure proceeds by beginning with its most deeply embedded part, turning to its 
intermediate part?s?, and ﬁnally handling its topmost part, and that such an approach has stemmed partly 
from a basic assumption of the early generative grammar that non-basic sentence structures are derived 
from basic ones, and therefore, most movement rules raise an element from a lower position to a higher 
position ?namely, from its base position to its surface position?.
Logically, a relation between a lower position L and a higher position H could be equally captured by 
two ways of moving features: one is by raising them from L to H, and the other is by lowering them from H 
to L. I will consider in the following sections whether there are any observations to suggest that movement 
should lower features from H to L.
3?Problems for the standard derivation from a viewpoint of language use
Following one of the main assumptions of generative grammar, I assume that the language faculty should 
be able to derive a syntactic structure while engaged in language activity, so that we can produce and 
interpret sentences through their syntactic structures that are closely linked with their sound and meaning. 
If this assumption is on the right track, there are a few obvious observations on language use that might be 
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counted as a problem for the standard derivation.
The most salient observation is one that concerns the language use of an ordinary interpreter of a 
sentence released by someone else. The interpreter?s task is to understand what the speaker ?or writer? 
intends to mean by that expression, and to do that, the interpreter has to reproduce its syntactic structure. If 
it is reproduced, it is automatically linked to its semantic interpretation as well as its phonetic form. Here, 
it is important to note that this reproduction of syntactic structure is carried out on the basis of the phonetic 
form released by the speaker, and that the phonetic form is presented as a linear sequence of spoken 
words, and it is not until the presentation of all words of a sentence is ﬁnished that the interpreter gets the 
entire set of words of that sentence. It is precisely at that moment when the interpreter is ﬁnished with the 
reproduction of the syntactic structure and gets its semantic interpretation.
Well, then, let us consider when the interpreter embarks on a task of deriving a syntactic structure of 
a sentence, and how the task proceeds. The interpreter is not likely to wait to start the task until after 
receiving the entire sentence, but most likely to start it when the foremost part of a sentence reaches him 
or her, without knowing anything about what would follow that. As a support for the hypothesis that the 
language faculty can derive a syntactic structure of the anterior part of a sentence before or without deriving 
that of its posterior part, consider the following. Especially on special occasions when valuable awards or 
answers are announced, there will be inserted a long pause before the ﬁnal important information, so as to 
make the announcement more dramatic. The following are examples of the announcement of the city of the 
32nd Olympiad Games, and of the winner of a Golden Globe. ?4a? is announced by IOC President Jacques 
Rogge, and ?4b? by Angelina Jolie, the presenter of the award.5
?4?a.  The International Olympic Committee has the honor of announcing that the games of the 32nd 
Olympiad in 2020 are awarded to the city of ?silent pause? Tokyo.
??b.  Good evening, ﬁve wonderful ﬁlm makers are up for Best Director-Motion Picture, and here are 
the nominees. For Midnight in Paris, Woody Allen, for the Ides of March, George Clooney, for the 
Artist, Michel Hazanavicius, for the Descendants, Alexander Payne, for Hugo, Martin Scorsese. 
And the Golden Globe goes to ?silent pause? Martin Scorsese.
At the time when the announcing has proceeded to the part before the pause, namely the city of in ?4a? 
and goes to in ?4b?, the audience also has derived the syntactic structure and the meaning of the part before 
the pause, and is very excitedly waiting for the next phrase to come out at any time. This situation might 
seem very particular to special occasions, but actually this is often more or less what occurs in ordinary 
language use: while a speaker utters a sentence, the listener simultaneously derives a syntactic structure in 
accordance with the speaker, very excitedly waiting for what will follow the part that has been uttered by 
then. Thus, from a viewpoint of language use of interpreters, the way of deriving a syntactic structure and 
getting its meaning must be different from what the standard approach assumes.
Now, let us turn to language use of speakers. There are also a couple of observations that seem to suggest 
that the language faculty of speakers must be able to derive a syntactic structure starting with the foremost 
part of a sentence, just as that of interpreters. Maybe, an announcer who reads a news transcript might fall 
under this category, since usually he or she does not know what expressions will follow the ones that are 
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now being read. And this is what usually occurs in ordinary language use of speakers as well. In these cases 
of language use, it is simply impossible to derive the syntactic structure of a sentence in the way the current 
standard approach assumes.
In addition, consider the following, each of which contains an interjection such as say, let’s say, and let 
me see. ?The data are taken from Corpus of Contemporary American English.?
?5?a. One cannot accurately predict gender from the fact that a person is, say, 1.7 m tall.
??b. You?ve got to actually prove your income with, let?s say, a tax-return or something like that.
??c.  It was the ﬁrst item up for sale tonight. And it went for, let me see, it was estimated to go for $2,000 
to $3,000.
These interjections are used as a filled pause to indicate thinking or pondering, namely, indicating that 
the sentence the speaker has begun to utter has not yet determined fully to the end, somewhat similarly to 
cases with an unﬁlled ?silent? pause in ?4?. In fact, the situation with a ﬁlled or unﬁlled pause could be 
generalized to usual language use of speakers. Whether there may be a ?ﬁlled or unﬁlled? pause or not, the 
speaker usually utters continuously thinking and determining what expression would be better to follow 
what has been uttered just now.
If the syntactic structure of a sentence were derived in the way the standard approach assumes, by the 
time the speaker utters the foremost part of a sentence, the syntactic structure of the entire sentence must 
have been derived in advance. Thus, the appearance of these interjections in language use of speakers raises 
doubt for the current standard derivation.
It might be objected that these are extraordinary cases of language use and irrelevant to theoretical 
discussions of syntactic derivation.6 On the contrary, it might be said that these extraordinary cases reﬂect 
a genuine property of human language. Generative linguistics has been attempting to characterize the 
knowledge of language that functions as the basis of language use, and Chomsky ?1986? referred to it as 
one of the three questions of generative linguistics. So, it would be desirable, if not necessary, that these 
observations on language use could be accommodated by the syntactic derivation provided by the linguistic 
theory.
To summarize this section, I have seen that the syntactic derivation widely assumed in the current 
standard approach faces a problem that it cannot be utilized as a basis of language use of interpreters or 
speakers.
4?A proposal for a way out
In this section I will consider a possible solution that can accommodate the observations on language use 
shown in the previous section.
4.1. Parenthetical expressions and relatives
Consider the following examples containing parenthetical expressions that are inserted to provide 
additional information for the preceding part. ?The underlines in the data are my own.?
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?6?a.  People since. . . , well, since the beginning of the time when there were people, have looked up into 
the sky and wondered: What is out there?
??b.  Dr. Sagan, who became very popular in the United States and Japan for his easy-to-understand 
explanations of astronomy in the television series Cosmos, wrote Contact as a kind of advertisement 
for this sense of wonder.
??c.  Differences?which seem too different to be tolerated?suddenly appear inconsequential in light of 
a civilization totally different from our own.
????from The Cross and the Extraterrestrial XIII, Hiragana times 1998, Yak Planning?
Each of the underlined parts in ?6? provides additional information about the surface subject of 
each sentence, People, Dr. Sagan, and Differences. If the underlined expressions were assumed to be 
syntactically contained to the subject, it would be very difﬁcult to account for their introduction into the 
derivation. Under the VP Internal Subject Hypothesis, which has been widely assumed for about 30 years, 
the surface subject is originally introduced as an argument of a verb in a more embedded position, and 
raised to the surface position ?IP-Spec position? as the derivation proceeds. But, it seems quite strange if 
parenthetical expressions in ?6? had been introduced in the relevant NP before the latter is introduced as 
an argument of each verb or predicate in ?6?. In particular, the parenthetical expression in ?6a? contains an 
element implying uncertainty.
Here, let us consider if we could extend Lebeaux?s ?1988, 1991? treatment of the relative clause in the 
following example.
?7?a. Which claim ?that Johni made? did hei later deny?
??b.*Which claim ?that Johni was asleep? did hei later deny?
Lebeaux proposed that the relative clause in ?7a? can be introduced into the structure counter-cyclically 
after which claim has been moved to the sentence initial CP-Spec position, to account for the difference 
in binding of Johni by hei between ?7a? and ?7b?. Here, I am not concerned with the difference in 
grammaticality, but with the assumption that a relative clause can be introduced into the structure after the 
head nominal has been raised to its surface position in CP-Spec.
If we extend this treatment to parenthetical expressions in ?6?, they can be introduced after each 
subject has come to the surface subject position. Of course, a newly introduced expression must have an 
appropriate syntactic feature that licenses it as compatible with the preceding element. And for that matter, 
I assume that the language faculty contains general information to the effect that a certain set of elements 
have a syntactic feature that licenses them to be attached to a certain set of elements, or that every element 
has a syntactic feature that makes it eligible to co-occur with a certain set of elements under a set of certain 
local structures. In a sense, PSRs could be regarded as an embodiment of such information. In the next 
subsection, I will propose a way of deriving a syntactic structure along this line of consideration.
4.2. Generalized way of introducing elements into the structure
Here I will propose the following generalization about the introduction of an element into the structure, 
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which is intended to be an extension of the possibility mentioned in the previous subsection to virtually all 
elements, instead of limiting to relative clauses and parenthetical expressions.
?8?  An element is introduced in the derivation just after the element immediately preceding it has been 
introduced, if an appropriate local structure is provided for them by the language faculty.
In ?8?, an appropriate local structure is one in which the two elements in ?8? can satisfy the relevant 
syntactic features. For example, if we look at the bracketed clauses in ?7?, each of them is introduced just 
after the preceding which claim has been introduced. And, the local structure in which they are introduced 
is appropriately determined by the language faculty. As a result, the bracketed clauses are introduced with 
the following derived structure where an NP contains an NP and a CP.
?9?a. ?NP ?NP Which claim? CP that John made??
??b. ?NP ?NP Which claim? CP that John was asleep??
In ?9?, there is no problem for each John, since it is later that the co-indexed he might be introduced in the 
structure.7
The generalization ?8? applies no matter what element will happen to be the immediately preceding 
element. Thus, it can apply to the parenthetical expressions in ?6? as well: whatever process may have 
brought each subject there, each parenthetical expression can be introduced after each subject has been 
introduced.8 In other words, this generalization enables speakers to freely introduce an expression on the 
spot when they are inclined to do so, so long as the local structure involving them can be appropriately 
determined by the language faculty. Therefore, it can accommodate the fact that the parenthetical 
expression in ?6a? contains material implying the speaker?s feeling of uncertainty.
At this point emerges a question as to the generalization ?8?. If an expression as relatives and 
parenthetical expressions can be introduced just after the immediately preceding element has been 
introduced, when and how is the structure of a newly introduced expression determined? For example, 
just after the speaker has introduced which claim, he or she can now introduce the relative clause, and 
the relative clause itself must be somehow derived. Here, we could consider that the generalization ?8? 
is responsible for the derivation of the newly introduced relative clause as well. And for that matter, it 
would be natural to assume that the generalization is responsible for everything that is introduced one after 
another.
When it applies to the derivation of the relative clause in question, a complementizer that will be ﬁrst 
introduced into the structure, and then the subsequent parts will be introduced successively, with their 
structural relation to their immediately preceding elements appropriately determined by the language 
faculty. As for the structural information contained in the language faculty, what generative linguistics has 
elucidated so far is very informative. So, it seems reasonable to suppose that the human language faculty 
contains rich information about the structural properties of human language and it functions as the basis on 
which the local structure is appropriately determined in each step of the derivation by ?8?.
For example, as for the simple sentences in ?1?, repeated below, the surface subject the boy undergoes 
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movement from VP-Spec to IP-Spec, and who undergoes movement from the object position of see to CP-
Spec, in the current standard derivation.
?1?a. The boy will see the girl.
??b. Who will the boy see?
The boy in ?1a? and ?1b? should occupy VP-Spec position of see in order to be interpreted as its Agent-
argument, and should occupy IP-Spec position to satisfy Agreement with the head I. Similarly, who in ?1b? 
should occupy the complement position of the verb see in order to be interpreted as its Theme-argument, 
and should occupy CP-Spec position to satisfy the requirement of the wh-feature in the head C. And the 
auxiliary will in ?1b? should occupy the head I to satisfy the property of auxiliary, and the head C to satisfy 
the requirement of a feature of the head C. Then, the rough structure of ?1a? and ?1b? would be as follows, 
where each indexed element has moved from the position indicated by t with a corresponding index, under 
the current standard approach.
?10?a. ?IP ?the boy?i ?I? will ?VP t i see ?the girl????
??  b. ?CP Whoj ?C? C??WH? willk ? IP ?I? the boy?i   t k  ?VP t i see t j ?????
Again, my intention here is not to discuss this matter, but just to see that every element occurs in the right 
position it should, to satisfy every feature it should, in relation to another element in its neighborhood. 
Although it is almost self-evident, I will put it in the following generalization.
?11?  A linguistic element can and must occur in a structure where it and its neighboring elements can 
satisfy every feature they should.
Now, this and the generalization ?8? put together can characterize and account for the language use of 
both interpreters and speakers. For example, an NP can occur in Spec-IP if its agreement feature matches 
the corresponding feature of the head I, and a wh-phrase can occur in Spec-CP position if the head C 
contains a matching wh-feature. So, a speaker can begin a sentence with the following start, and an 
interpreter who listens to it can also begin to derive a syntactic structure with the following start:
?12?a. ?IP ?NP the boy? I? I will ??? . . .
??  b. ?CP Who?+WH? C? C?+WH? will ??? . . .
Then, the head I and C must take a complement respectively. The language faculty contains information 
as to what kind of head can take what kind of complement. So, the derivation that has been started as in 
?12? can continue appropriately. The head I takes a complement VP with a head V ?see, for example?, 
and the head C takes a complement IP. The boy and who introduced in ?12? must be respectively linked 
to an argument position of a predicate where their theta-roles can be determined. And will in ?12b? must 
be linked to the head I, where it can properly satisfy its function as an auxiliary. As a means of the linking, 
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I would like to assume a feature movement, following the baseline proposal by Bošković and Takahashi 
?1988?. They proposed that the theta-feature of a Japanese scrambled constituent goes down the structure 
to a theta position of a predicate. For example, their analysis relates the following pair by ﬁrst generating 
?13a? and then deriving ?13b? by LF movement of the scrambled phrase sono hon-o to the object-position 
of the verb katta.
?13?a. ?IP Sono hon-o ?IP John-ga  ?CP ?IP Mary-ga ?VP?V katta??? to? omotteiru??
??  b. ?IP John-ga  ?CP ?IP Mary-ga ?VP sono hon-o ?V katta??? to? omotteiru?
Similarly, in my approach, as the derivation proceeds to the subsequent parts step by step, a feature 
designating that ?its theta-value is not determined? leaves the boy and who in ?12?, goes down the 
structure that is now being under construction, and ﬁnally gets to a position where this feature is linked 
with a theta-feature charged by a predicate. For example, the rough representation corresponding to each 
of ?1? would be the following, where f_the boy, f_who and f_will represent the relevant features that have 
left the elements the boy, who, and will, respectively, and have reached the positions in which they are 
appropriately interpreted. At this moment, the derivation of the sentences has been completed, and their 
meaning has been determined.
?14?a. ?IP ?the boy? I? will ?VP f_the boy see ?the girl????
?  ?b. ?CP Who ?C? C??WH? willk ? IP ?I? the boy?i f_will ?VP f_the boy see f_who ?????
So far in this section, I have shown that if we assume the generalizations ?8? and ?11?, the language 
faculty can derive a syntactic structure of a sentence by starting with its foremost part, proceeding to 
the subsequent parts step by step, and finally completing the entire structure, based on the information 
in the language faculty about the possible local structures. When a syntactic structure of a sentence has 
been successfully derived in that way, it contains the information about the semantic interpretation of the 
sentence as well as that of phonetic realization.
   Therefore, this approach can account for the typical property observed in the language use of speakers 
and interpreters that poses a problem for the current standard derivation.
4.3. Remaining problems
Merge is an apparatus that derives a syntactic structure from bottom upward with an effect of movement 
from L to H ?from a lower position to a higher position?, while my generalizations derives a syntactic 
structure from the top downward with an effect of movement from H to L. If syntactic structures are 
derived on the basis of the generalizations ?8? and ?11?, we can straightforwardly account for a property 
of language use that would pose a problem for the current standard approach. So, other things being equal, 
it would be better to choose the one that derives syntactic structures from the top downward. However, it 
remains to be examined whether the language faculty should contain both apparatuses, or just one of them 
is enough. If the from bottom upward nature of Merge has come partly from a traditional assumption that 
movement transformations should move an element from its base position to its surface position, namely 
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from a lower position to a higher position, it should be examined whether there is any genuine reason why 
this is so. I would like to leave these questions for future research. 
5?Conclusion
In this essay, I have reconsidered how the language faculty should be able to derive syntactic structures, 
from a viewpoint of language use of speakers and interpreters. First, I have seen that the earliest assumption 
on movement rules lead to the current standard approach that assumes a syntactic structure to be derived by 
iterative applications of Merge, starting with the most embedded structure, extending it larger and larger, 
finally ending up with the complete syntactic structure of the entire sentence. Then, I have pointed out 
a rather obvious problem for the standard derivation, to argue that in language use, the language faculty 
cannot be regarded as deriving a syntactic structure in the way the current standard approach assumes. 
Therefore, I proposed an alternative way of deriving a syntactic structure, which derives one in such a way 
that a language user could start with the foremost part of a sentence, then proceed to the subsequent parts 
step by step, and ﬁnally reach the ﬁnal part of the entire sentence. There are several difﬁcult questions left 
for future research. But, if my reconsideration of the derivation of a syntactic structure is on the right track 
to any extent, I believe that, to that extent, it might be of some help for understanding the nature of human 
language faculty.
Notes
1  An interpretation of PSRs as node admissibility conditions is introduced by McCawley ?1968?, who states that the idea is 
originally suggested to him by Richard Stanley in 1965. I consider that the information that constitutes the language faculty 
in general would be better interpreted as a set of admissibility conditions on linguistic representations.
2  In fact there is another movement of the auxiliary will applied in ?1b?.  The auxiliary will is moved around the subject 
NP.  It was not until the introduction of the notion of head movement from I to C that a principled explanation was given to 
the movement of auxiliaries.
3  There is another major movement rule, which moves an NP from its original position to its surface position, accounting 
for the fact that in the sentence Mary is loved, Mary is logically interpreted as the object of love, for example.
4  ECP contains two disjunctive conditions, and the characteristic I discuss here comes mainly from the ﬁrst condition, 
which in effect requires a trace of movement to be c-commanded by the transported antecedent.
5  The indication of a silent pause in ?4? is of my own. Often, the announcer or presenter opens the envelope during this 
pause, and then read it aloud to the audience.
6  Chomsky ?1965? stated that it ?a generative grammar? attempts to characterize in the most neutral possible terms the 
knowledge of the language that provides the basis for actual use of language by a speaker-hearer. When we speak of a 
grammar as generating a sentence with a certain structural description, we mean simply that the grammar assigns this 
structural description to the sentence. When we say that a sentence has a certain derivation with respect to a particular 
generative grammar, we say nothing about how the speaker or a hearer might proceed, in some practical or efﬁcient way, to 
construct such a derivation. These questions belong to the theory of language use - the theory of performance.
7  If we assume the generalization ?8?, the unacceptability of ?7b? needs to be explained. It might be accounted for by 
assuming that in some later process, a relevant feature of the complement clause goes with the wh-phrase to the object 
position of deny, and there John induces a Binding Principle ?C? violation.
8  The generalization ?8? should be interpreted in such a way that the subjects in ?6? and wh-phrase in ?7a? also can be 
introduced by ?8?.
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